Modern learning psychology places an emphasis on the ability of teachers to promote their students' social and emotional learning (SEL) and living a good life. Research on precisely how teachers promote SEL and well-being among their students, however, remains scarce. This study focused on evaluating the Lions Quest teaching workshop (LQ), which aims to improve the knowledge and skills of teachers in SEL and to promote a healthy and meaningful life among students.
towards others, creating positive relationships, making responsible decisions and handling challenging situations constructively (Collaborative for academic, social and emotional learning, 2014). According to Humphrey (2013) , developmental psychology models for social and emotional competence and the application of emotional intelligence theory and research in education form the basis of the theory of SEL. A meta-analysis by Durlak and colleagues (2011) revealed that a pupil-specific SEL program improved social and emotional skills and attitudes towards school, increased positive behaviors, reduced emotional distress and problematic conduct and ultimately improved academic performance among students.
In recent years, interest on SEL among educational policy makers, practitioners and researchers has increased. For example, the U.S. House of Representatives recently introduced a landmark bill to change federal educational policy to promote SEL (Humphrey, 2013) . Similarly in Finland, the National Board of Education presented a new curriculum plan for 2016 that stresses recognizing one's feelings, managing one's self, developing social interaction skills and making responsible and ethical decisions, all of which mirror components of SEL (The Finnish National Board of Education, 2014).
Lions Quest (LQ) is an SEL program that has gained widespread international application. According to the LQ website, it is now available in 90 countries. During its 25 years of existence, more than 13 million pupils have participated in LQ with more than half a million teachers implementing LQ in their classrooms (Lions Quest, 2015) . Originally an alcohol and drug prevention program , today LQ primarily aims to support positive youth development in school settings through health promotion, strengthening SEL and emphasizing service. In addition to studying SEL skills in the classroom, LQ promotes the creation of a safe learning environment, encourages the maintenance of solid connections to pupils' families and networks beyond school and encourages the entire school community to learn in order to serve others. To maintain the quality of LQ, teachers must participate in the LQ teacher workshop which provides the tools necessary to apply LQ to work settings.
Creating a solid learning community, promoting SEL, learning to conduct an LQ lesson through the use of specific materials, preventing drug use among pupils and strengthening service represent the typical goals of LQ teacher workshops worldwide. In Finland, the LQ teacher training typically spans two days. Workshop trainers qualify as professionals after participating in a multi-phased training that includes practicing LQ workshop delivery and receiving guidance from an experienced trainer. Each LQ country selects a senior trainer who is responsible for implementing international LQ curriculum appropriate to the national context. Hence, local circumstances, such as the school system, culture and legislation, represent important factors in the implementation process.
Research on Teacher Training on Social and Emotional Learning
In order to implement SEL efficiently in schools, teachers need knowledge about SEL and the ability to apply it to practical classroom situations. Therefore, we conducted a systematic literature review of the ERIC, EBSCO and PsycINFO databases to inventory existing articles and studies on teacher SEL. The keywords for the search included the following: interaction skill(s), social and emotional skill(s), socio-emotional skill(s), social skill(s), emotional skill(s), inter-personal skill(s), teacher(s), instruct (or) and educator(s). In the ERIC and EBSCO database searches, we ignored articles with the keywords disability, disabilities, special education, educator or autism, autistic, asthma and ADHD. In addition, we applied the following limits to the PsycINFO database search: human, English language and non-disordered populations. Since a similar literature review was performed in 2010 (Talvio, 2014) , we limited the publication year of articles in this query to those appearing between 2010 and 2015.
According to Talvio (2014) , a database search in 2010 resulted in six publications from the educational sector. From these, only one, that by Barton-Arwood, Morrow, Lane and Jolivette (2005), proved relevant. Our search of publications from 2010 through 2014 also uncovered a single relevant article (Jennings, Frank, Snowberg, Coccia and Greenberg 2013) . In their study, Jennings et al. (2013) described Cultivating Awareness and Resilience in Education (CARE for Teachers), which is a mindfulness-based professional development program designed to reduce stress and improve teacher performance. A randomized controlled trial examined program efficacy and acceptability among a sample of 50 teachers randomly assigned to CARE or to the waitlist control condition. Participants completed a battery of self-report measures before and after the intervention to evaluate the impact of the CARE program on general well-being, efficacy, burnout/time pressure and mindfulness. In that study, participation in the CARE program resulted in significant improvements in teacher well-being, efficacy, burnout/time-related stress and mindfulness when compared to controls. Teacher evaluations showed that they viewed CARE as a practical, acceptable and efficient method for reducing stress and improving performance. The results from this study suggest that the CARE program holds promise in supporting teachers who work in demanding settings and may improve the classroom environment (Jennings et al., 2013 Greenberg et al., 2003; Humphrey, 2013; Jennings et al., 2013; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Talvio, 2014; Zins, Weissberg, Wang, & Walberg, 2004; Zins, Payton, Weissberg, & O'Brien, 2007) . Indeed, several primary prevention programs were developed for teaching self-control, social competence, positive peer relations and interpersonal problem solving (Collaborative for academic, social and emotional learning, 2014). However, these programs focus on teaching these skills to students and do not provide explicit instructions to promote social and emotional literacy among teachers (Iizuka, Barrett, Gillies, Cook, & Marinovic, 2014) . Rather, they assume that the teacher is prepared to act as an effective emotional coach and role model (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009 ). This may have resulted in a limited body of research on promoting teachers´ social and emotional competence. Regardless, our literature review revealed that in education very few studies on in-service teacher SEL or the effectiveness of continuous training focused on SEL exist.
Measuring the Outcomes of SEL and LQ Teacher Workshop
As stated previously, measuring the development of teacher SEL remains important yet complex. Perhaps this explains why few measurement instruments exist and studies evaluating teacher SEL remain scarce. According to our previous findings (Talvio, Lonka, Komulainen, Kuusela, & Lintunen, 2013; Talvio, Ketonen, & Lonka, 2014; Talvio, Lonka, Komulainen, Kuusela, & Lintunen, 2015; Talvio, 2014) , teachers learned the central concepts taught during the SEL intervention course and could, using paper and pen, apply the skills studied to specific contexts. Furthermore, teachers participating in the SEL course retained the central concepts and skills nine months after completing the training. Participants also evaluated the usefulness of the training by describing their application of the skills studied to practical settings ).
In the above-mentioned studies, Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick's (2006) four-phase model served as the basis for evaluations of the training, including participant reactions, knowledge, skills and overall well-being. This model was used since it approaches learning from various perspectives, whereas such evaluations typically only analyze reactions to training. However, analyzing feedback alone does not reveal much about learning specifically. For example, learning may be difficult, and reactions to a course in such cases may be negative. Thus, stepping beyond one's comfort zone may be required during learning and not all reactions may be positive. In turn, if evaluations limit their scope to only participant knowledge, little about the applicability of the training is revealed. If overall well-being is measured in addition to reactions, knowledge and applied knowledge, additional information about the benefits to and learning among training participants is elicited (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006) . Typically, training outcomes-such as positive reactions, the increase in knowledge and the developed behavior among participants-represent predictors of high-quality training (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000) . Indeed, Kirkpatrick and Kirkpatrick's (2006) model provides key information related to learning the subject studied. In addition, Jennings and Greenberg (2009) prefer applying a research design that includes pre-and post-test measures and a control group in order to ensure that any change detected resulted from the specific intervention. However, researchers must also recognize, for example, the personal disposition a participant brings to the instructional situation and how this relates to the effectiveness of such training (Colquitt et al., 2000; Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992) . For example, interest plays a crucial role in learning and developing expertise (Silvia, 2008) . According to expectancy-value theory (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) , expectancies and values influence one's performance, such as through participation in an upcoming course. Eccles and Wigfield (2002) found that expectancies refer to beliefs about how a learner performs on different activities, while values refer to the reasons for completing an activity. Expectancies are determined by two factors: expectancies for success and subjective task values. Expectancies for success evaluate the participant's perceived competence in terms of performance. Subjective task values consist of four components: attainment value, intrinsic value, utility value and cost (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) . Thus, expectancies and values influence participant decisions to attend or not attend training workshops as well as decisions during a training program. They also predict participants' levels of engagement, interest and academic success. Accordingly, expectancies and values affect participant performance, as well as SEL outcomes.
In addition, evaluating participants´ values and expectancies may reveal their willingness to practically apply the knowledge and skills studied to the workplace setting after training. While school curriculum and teacher manuals typically define training content quite precisely, emphasis is ultimately determined by teachers, particularly in terms of how strongly specific learning goals are emphasized. For example, some mathematics teachers may identify their pupils' group skills as quite important during a lesson, while others may feel that mathematics is the only relevant content they teach and feel uncomfortable or incompetent in teaching anything beyond that particular subject matter. Therefore, exploring possible changes in teacher motivation vis-à -vis the goals of LQ during a teacher workshop remains important. If teachers participating in an LQ workshop consider the content important and motivating, they are more likely to implement LQ skills and concepts in their own classroom. In this case, it then follows that LQ successfully achieved its goal.
Research Questions
The current study represents the first in a series aimed at investigating teachers' potential learning through their participation in an LQ workshop. Qualitative analysis of changes in participant knowledge and the application of such knowledge will be reported elsewhere . In this quantitative study, we investigated teachers' perceptions of the importance of and their competence related to LQ goals. In addition, teachers' task values, consisting of the attainment, intrinsic and utility values and cost, were analyzed. Accordingly, we addressed the following research questions: 1) During the teacher LQ workshop: -do teachers' perceptions of the importance of the LQ goals change? -do teachers' experienced competence on delivering instruction on the LQ topics studied change? -do teachers' task values about the type of LQ training change?
2) Are there differences in the results between the intervention and comparison groups?
Study Context
In general, teachers are well educated in Finland. Preschool and elementary school teachers hold a Master's degree in pedagogy, while secondary school subject-matter teachers hold a Master's degree in the specific subject they teach (e.g., mathematics) as well as pedagogical studies. Despite increasing government encouragement in recent years to engage in 21 st century skills and promote positive youth development at school in Finland, teacher training institutes offer precious few possibilities for such training. Continuing education for teachers is thus an important way to prepare for the future. Due to the high-level of training Finnish teachers complete and the need for training on contemporary skills, Finland provides an interesting environment in which to carry out research of this type.
Method

Procedures and Participants
In this study, we examined the effects of the LQ intervention on teachers. We collected data from the intervention group before and after LQ workshops took place in different parts of Finland in autumn 2014. The content of each workshop was roughly equivalent and was conducted by certified LQ trainers using the official LQ course design. The two-day training workshops were held off campus during teachers' normal working hours. The pre-and post-test data from the first comparison group were collected in a similar manner: the pre-test was completed on the morning of the first day, while post-test data were gathered on the afternoon of the following day.
In total, 153 comprehensive school teachers and other staff members participated in LQ. On average, they had 10 years of work experience (SD = 7.9). The first comparison group consisted of 61 staff members from Finnish comprehensive schools not participating in the LQ training, and included volunteers who were not systematically randomized, with a mean of 16 years of work experience (SD = 10.6). The missing value per participant was under 30% and per variable it was under 5%.
When comparing the intervention group to the first comparison group, we found that the first comparison group did not fully correspond to the intervention group. We performed a χ 2 and found significant differences between the intervention and first comparison group with regards to gender (p = 0.004), years of work experience (p = 0.005) and job titles (p = 0.003). Therefore, we controlled for these background characteristics in the repeated measures analyses. In order to analyze the possible effects of the pre-test on the post-test responses, we collected additional data from 46 teachers with an average of 12 years' work experience (SD = 9.1). This second comparison group completed the questionnaire only once. With regards to background characteristics, we found no significant differences between the second comparison group and other groups (Table 1) . 
Ethical Considerations
We informed all participants how their privacy would be protected and that their information and responses would remain anonymous. Participants were also informed about the possibility of withdrawing their responses from this study at any time without advance warning or explanation. None of the participants asked that their answers be removed from the database.
Measures
In the LQ questionnaire, teachers' perceptions of the LQ goals were approached from two perspectives: namely, how participants experienced the importance of the goals and their perceived competence in promoting the LQ goals. To measure these, participants rated eight statements we developed using a seven-point Likert scale with response options ranging from "not at all important" (1) to "very important" (7) or "totally disagree" (1) to "totally agree" (7). Examples of statements used to measure participants' perceptions of the importance of LQ included "It is the teacher's duty to teach interactive skills such as listening and conversation skills" and "It is the teacher's duty to motivate students to live a healthy lifestyle". We investigated teachers' perceived competence in promoting the LQ goals using statements such as "I am very skilled at teaching interactive skills such as listening and conversation skills" and "I am very skilled at motivating students to live a healthy lifestyle". In addition, eight statements regarding participant interest, task values, challenges, perceived usefulness and the cost of LQ types of training were evaluated using a seven-point Likert scale where response options ranged from "totally disagree" to "totally agree".
To consolidate information collected through the questionnaire, we performed an exploratory factor analysis using data from the post-test responses. Table 2 shows the final list of variables we used in our analysis, their internal consistencies and the number of items for each variable.
Data Analysis
To examine the gain scores between and within groups and to statistically control for some background characteristics, we used the repeated measures ANOVA (GLM) given its ability to perform overall comparisons and the specified follow-up comparisons in one step. In our analysis, we used SPSS version 22. Table 2 shows that the mean values for the post-test scores were higher than the pre-test scores for all of the variables measured among the intervention group. We found that the pre-test values across all variables measuring perceived competence were lower for the intervention group compared to those for the first comparison group, whereas the intervention group scored higher across all variables measuring perceived importance except for the importance of promoting a healthy lifestyle among students, where the intervention group and the first comparison group scored equally high. Among the first comparison group, the mean values for the post-test scores were also higher than the pre-test values for all variables measuring perceived competence (1b, 2b, 3b and 4b), while the post-test scores for all variables measuring perceived importance (1a, 2a, 3a and 4a) and perceived task value (5) were lower than the pre-test scores.
Results
Among the second comparison group, the mean values across all variables were lower than the post-test scores of the intervention group. If we compare the mean values of the second comparison group to the post-test scores of other groups, we find that the mean values were lowest for the second comparison group for three variables (3a, 1b and 3b). For other variables, the mean values of the second comparison group fell between the post-test scores of the other groups.
When controlling for the possible effects of gender, years of work experience and job title, we found that female participants scored significantly higher than male participants when asked about their perceived skills in promoting student SEL (2b) (p = 0.02, d = 0.32). Other background characteristics carried no influence on other variables.
First, we summarize the gain scores analyzing whether the change is different between the intervention group and the first comparison group. Next, we look at the differences between groups at the first and second measurement points. Finally, we report the changes between the measurement points for both groups. Upon finding an unexpected relationship between scores for the intervention group and the first comparison group, we then use the second comparison group to determine the potential effect of the pre-test (see Kerlinger & Lee, 2000, pp. 485-500) . Figure 1a shows that, during LQ, the mean scores for responses related to the importance of creating a safe learning environment increased among the intervention group, whereas the mean scores decreased among participants in the first comparison group. These gains did not differ significantly between groups (p = 0.139, d = 0.20) indicating that the differences between groups taken at both measurement points were not statistically significant. Figure 2a shows that the mean value among the intervention group on the importance of promoting students' SEL increased during LQ, whereas the mean value decreased on the same measurement among those in the intervention The mean value among participants in the intervention group on the variable measuring the importance of teaching students to help others improved, whereas the mean value among the first comparison group decreased between the two measurement points (Figure 4a 
Perceived Importance
Discussion
In this study, we found significant differences in the gains for almost all variables, demonstrating a difference in the changes reported between the intervention group and the first comparison group. However, we found no difference in the scores for the variable measuring the importance of creating a safe learning environment. Further analyses revealed that the changes were significant due to a change in the intervention group. The current study found that teachers participating in the Lions Quest (LQ) teachers' workshop viewed the goals of the training as more relevant after the training than before it. In addition, since participants rated their competence in skills related to the LQ goals higher after the training, we may conclude that general learning of the content took place on nearly all of the areas measured among teachers participating in LQ.
While our results were quite clear, some interesting details warrant further discussion. First, we found no significant difference between the pre-and post-test scores or between the intervention and the first comparison group on our measurement of the importance of creating a safe learning environment. As illustrated in Table 2 and Figure 1a , the ceiling effect likely explains the consistency in scores across the training. Both groups rated this statement quite highly at the pre-test measurement point, while the change between the pre-and post-test scores remained quite small. It is likely that teachers already learned through practice, during teacher training or during some other follow-up course that creating a safe learning environment is important. Hence, the LQ training did not change their opinions on this specific issue. Another interesting detail lies in participants' perceived skills in creating a safe learning environment, where both groups found themselves significantly more competent after the training even though the perceived competence was stronger among participants in the intervention group. Further analyses among a second comparison group suggested that merely asking this question may result in a positive change in perceived competence without necessarily participating in a training course (Figure 1b) . Thus, it may be that taking part in a pre-test measurement prompts teachers to reflect upon their knowledge and skills. Consequently, during post-test measurement on the following day, they become more aware of their competence regarding creating a safe learning environment. When a question pertains to such an abstract phenomenon, first asking about it and then subsequently allowing participants time to think about it may allow them to recognize their own knowledge and skills.
With regards to perceived skills in promoting student SEL (Figure 2b ), both the intervention group and the first comparison group scored significantly better on the post-test measurement than on the pre-test measurement. In this case, we found no statistical differences in the post-test scores between groups. Thus, responding to the pre-test measurement did not explain the change in scores among participants in the first comparison group. However, when comparing the pre-test results, we found that the second comparison group scored higher than the other groups. It may be that teachers evaluate their competence in supporting their students' SEL quite well. While teachers' perceptions of SEL were determined by asking four questions which carried a solid internal consistency, teachers did not identify what we hoped they would. Thus, the complexity of SEL as a phenomenon may have influenced the responses among those who did not participate in the training. It was also interesting that gender explained the changes in scores across measurement points for this variable. This finding is similar to findings from medical education. According to a review article by Aspegren (1999) , men learn communication skills more slowly than women.
Of particular interest, we noted that all of the pre-test scores for teachers' perceived competence were lower among the intervention group than among the comparison groups. It is likely that teachers who attended the course felt that they needed to improve their skills, whereas the members of the comparison groups may feel that they possess sufficient LQ skills and saw no need to participate in additional training. This supports the conclusion that teachers from the comparison groups did not necessarily possess a clear understanding of their own competence based on information in the questionnaire. This study's limitations include the rather small number of participants included in the first comparison group. However, since it is quite difficult to motivate teachers to complete a questionnaire twice within two days without participating in a workshop, we would expect a smaller number of participants in the comparison groups compared to the intervention group. This study is also limited by our inability to investigate whether teachers participating in LQ subsequently implement the skills they learn into practice. On the other hand, implementation of the program in the classroom does not depend solely on the quality of a teacher workshop, but also relies on school policy and administration (Humphrey, 2013) . In this study, we attempted to investigate teacher learning during LQ, which might affect but not guarantee implementation.
Despite these limitations, our study provides some key insights. Investigating perceived importance, competence and value allows us to investigate learning through short courses such as LQ relatively well. Behavior change is a long, slow process, where observation or video recording would not necessarily show any change in teacher behavior. Collecting and analyzing such data from a large number of participants is also rather laborious. Similarly, collecting data regarding changes in teacher knowledge and skills after training does not guarantee the skills they learned will be applied to the classroom setting. As such, this study explored changes in teachers' experienced importance and perceived competence towards the LQ goals and the perceived value of such courses as likely indicators of teacher readiness to change.
It is important to realize that measuring participants' reactions, knowledge and applied knowledge alone does not necessarily provide a full picture of the outcomes from a two-day LQ teacher workshop. First, examining teacher perceptions of their own importance and competence regarding the subjects studied is key. If a teacher attaches a low level of importance and a high level of competence to a particular subject, they may not be motivated to learn more about it. If they, in turn, experience a high level of importance and a low level of competence, they may be motivated to learn more and change their behavior. We know, for instance, that attaching new concepts and theories to existing knowledge and skills requires time and practice. Therefore, it is essential to identify what changes take place vis-à -vis teachers' perceived importance and competence regarding specific training goals. If teachers attach a higher importance to the concepts and theories studied and feel more competent after completing training, they are more likely to learn and more motivated to apply the new knowledge and skills on a practical level.
While Lions Quest in Finland appears to be successful with regards to the learning outcomes of participants in general, our results indicate that male teachers did not perform as well as their female counterparts in promoting their students' SEL. It may be important to develop a tool, such as a technical application, to interest men in particular to implement their skills after participation in a LQ teachers' workshop.
The participants of this study were from Finland where teacher training is lengthy and of an exceptionally high quality. While the topics studied in the LQ course should be familiar to participants, they may still benefit from LQ in multiple ways. We, thus, conclude that the Finnish Lions Quest succeeded in bringing something unique and necessary to teacher continuing education. Future research should focus on comparing how teachers in other countries benefit from the LQ teacher workshops, where teacher training and the school culture are different. Future studies should also include how LQ is implemented in the classroom and in schools. Teacher motivation and skills do not necessarily guarantee an ability to teach such skills in the classroom. For example, if academic success is the only goal assessed, teachers may concentrate instead on 21 st century skills in order to teach specific subjects.
It is, therefore, important that school policy promotes the development of society. This body of research demonstrates that LQ represents a practical tool for schools by assisting teachers in updating their knowledge and skills necessary for the future.
